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May 17,21)12 

VIA F:LECTRONIC HLiNG 

Marlene H, nonch, Secretary 
Fcdcml Comm unications Commission 
n'e Ponals 
445 12th Stre"'t, S,W. 
Washington, IX 20554 

Re: F-:x Parle Communication - WI Docket 12-4 

Dcar Ms. Dortch: 

On behalf ofT-Mobile USA, Inc. ("T-Mobilc"), and pursuant to Section 1.1206 of the 
Commission's Rules, 47 C.F.R. § 1.1206, this is 10 provide notice of ex f'«ne meetings 
held on May 15, 2012, in conne<:tion with WT Docket No . 12-4. The meeti ngs ..... erc 
attended by Thomas J Sug11lC, Scnior Viee !>residcnt of Govcmment AlTairs, Kathleen 
O'Brien Ham, Vice President, l'e<:Ieral Regulalory AlTairs, Steve U. Sharkey, Oire..;lor, 
Federal Regulatory AlTairs and Chicf, Engineering and Tc\:hnology Policy, Joshua 
Roland, Senior Corporate Co unsel, and Christopher A, Wiecwrek, Corporate Counsel, of 
T-Mobile; Professor Judith Cheval ier. Professor of Economics and Finance attlic Yale 
School of Managcmcnt; David Sosa of thc Analysis Group; and the undersigned 
(together, the "T-Mobile Rcpresemalivcs"), Thc T -Mobi Ie Representalives mel ..... ilh 
Catherine Matraves, Paul MUrTay, Tom Peters, J im Schlichting, Susan Singer, Michael 
Smith, Joel Taubenblall. Th uy Tran, Melissa Tye, and Aleks Yankelcvich of the Wireless 
Te lecommunications Bureau: Virginia MC'llI llo and Joel Rabinovitz of the Office of 
Gcncral Counsel; Oclavia" Carare, Eric Ralph, and Tim Steizig of the Wireline 
Competition Bureau; and b'an Kwcrel, Paul LaFontaine, and Marius Schwanz of the 
Omce of Stratcgie Planning and Policy Analysis (together, the "FCC Reprcsentati,'cs"), 

During thc co ursc of thc mceting, thc T- Mobilc Rcpresentatives discusscd the mallers 
rais<->ci in T-Mobile 's J'etition to Deny Ii led on February 2 1, 2012. and Reply 10 
Opposition filcd on Mareh 26, 2012, in WT Dockct No, 12-4. and Ihe Declaration and 
Supplemental Declaration of Professor Chcvalicr submitted in suppon thereof. In 
particular, Profcssor Chevalier deseribed Ihe economic analysis that is the basis for her 
conc lusion that the public imerest wou ld not be served by Ihe transfer of significant 
amounts of scarce spectnlln resourees to Veriwn Wireless, She noted Iha! spectrum is an 
essential input to the provision of commcrcial mobile wireless services and Iha! the 
transfer of the A WS-I speclrum to Vcriwn Wirdess proposed by Ihe Appli~ants in Ihe 
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above_referenced docket would result in an inappropriate concentration of spectn"" in 
Vcrizon's hands. 

Professor Cheval ier pointed out lhal 1he deployment of L TE service'S is a compe1i1ive 
necessity and, a< shown in the ex (X1r1e filing submitted by T.Mobilc on May 15. 20 12. 
tru.t Vcrizon Wirclc>s a lready has significantly more spectrum free and clear for the 
deployment of L TE than any of the othcr lh",e national wireless carrien; combined. I 

Professor Cheval ier exp lained that even though Verizon Wireless does not have an 
immediate need for the spectrum to deploy LTE scrvices,l lhe SpeClrum is ,·aluablc to 
V cr;l.On Wireless t:.ccause it forcciows competition. To illustrate the principle thai a 
large firm like Veri7.0n Wi",lcss can benefit from hoarding Speclrum, Professor Cheval ier 
discussed the Mood of Spectrum Ut il ization as set forth in her Declaration and the 
attached handout that wa< provided to the FCC Representative. d uring the meeting 

In order to grant lhe pending applications, the Commission's Section 3 I 0( d) mandate 
r~'quire, that ;t detcrmine that the ~publ ic intore,t, conven ience and necessity wi II l>c 
served thereby.'·) As demonstrated by T-Mobilc· s Petition 10 [)cny and Rep ly. and 

'--'S'·,C, -A·tlachmcntlO T-Mobil c· s ex parte leUcr to Marlene H. Dortch, WT [locke>! No. 
12_4 (filed May 15, 2012). at p. 3, citing D<: u(Schc Bank rescareh showing that VerilOn 
Wireless Veri?on already holds 13. 1 billion Mllz pops of$pectrum for LTE usc. whkh is 
more MHz pop, than AT&T. Spri nt and T·Mobile combined, and lhat if the proJlOS"d 
transaction were 10 l>c completed. VcrilOn Wireless would hold an average of63 MI!z of 
spectrum for L TE whereas lh<: ot her three national carriers combif1ed only hold 50 MHz. 

Rased on ;15 review of th<: proposed AT&T WirclC$s/t"·Mobile merger. the Staff 
Report in WT Docket 11-65 conduded that AT&T had sumcicm s]">Cetrum with which to 
deploy LTE services. See Siaff A~a/ysis and Findings, Applications of AT&T Inc. and 
De~tsche Telekom AGfor Consent to Assign or Tramfer Control of Licenses and 
AUlhuriz<JIions. Order. 26 FCC Rcd 161 84, at 215 (20 I 1) (Slat ing that th<: ··standalone 
AT&T .. . would have sulliciem speclrum for L TE dep loyment'·). As Profes,or Cheva li er 
notc..-!. th<: fact lha! Veriwn Wireless already hold, an average of 44 MI Iz nationwide of clear 
spectruon for LT E compared with AT&T's 28 MHz confirms that Verizon al",ady has more 
than sufficient spectrum with whic h 10 deploy LT E. Were lhe instantlransaetions to be 
approved. that excess would be significanUy expanded. , 

The Commi"ion must flat ly rej""t Applicants· claims tha1 it is precluded by Section 
3 t O(d) from engagi ng in a public interest analysis that examines the competiti,·e impact of the 
transactions. g.g,;':'; l'urlC Leller to Marlene H. Do"ch from John T. Scott, WT Dk\. No. 
124. dated Apr. 12. 2012. 1lIe public inte""t analysis required by Section 31 O(d) 
"nc'\:essarily encompasses the ' broad aims of 1he Communications Act." which include, 
among other things. a deeply rooled preference for preserving and enhar'ICing competition in 
relevant mmcts, accelerating private sector deploymem of advanced services, ensuring a 
dive,,;ity of I icen,e holdings. and generally managing spectrum in the public interest:' BRff 
!lo/ding. G/'. Ud. und EchoStar Corporation, 26 FCC Red 7976. at 17 (2011) . In 
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confim'cd by Prufc.sor Cheva lier's eronomic an alysis. the pub lic interest wi ll not be 
"''''cd by al lowing Verizon Wireless 10 add 10 ils existing slockpilc of warchou",d 
SpeClrum which, in the absence of the tmns.actions, could be used by competitors to 
deploy LTE services to the benefit of COmpel it ion and consumers .' 

Shou ld any additional inform ation be required with reSpc<:1 to this ex parle notice. please 
do nOI hesilate to contact me. 

Very lruly yours, 

Isl .lew, L. Kiddoo 

Jean L. Kiddoo 
Counscl to "l ·Mobile USA. Inc. 

Attachment 
IX (by email) ; FCC iteprcscntatives 

undertak ing that publi c interest analysis. the Commission will consider "whether a transaction 
will enhance. rather than merely preservo, oxist ing com petition. and examinc[] potent ial and 
future competition and its im~t un the relevant market."' AppJictlliom a/Cellco f'arlllership 
dlbJa Veriz(m Wirele$S an d AI/anli., /foldings UC , 23 FCC Red 17444, at 'I 28 (2008). 
Mort>over, in rejecting an al'fl li cant'S d aim lhat the Commission is prccltldC<! by Section 
310(d) from denying a transfer ofsc"rce satellite orb ital locations on the ground that it might 
disadvantage con'pctitors fol ing in a subs.equcnt processing window, the Commission noted 
that il was ill!! maki ng aj udgmern (hat '"the public interest might be ootter s.erved by lhe 
"ssignmcnt to another emity,'" but '[ r[ather, we arc only considering whether approval of Ihe 
assignment is consiste nt with the Commission domestic satellite policy objectives '" 
Amerhm Te/ephanc &, Telegraph Co. ,md Ford Aero. pace Salellile Service. Corp. , 2 FCC 
Red 443 I. al '1 16. n.27 ( 1987) . 

• In an analogous context, Co ngress has recogn ized the potential harms of 
warehousing Spe\:lrum. & e. e.g .• Moetion 309(j)(4)(B) of the Communications Act. 47 U.S.c. 
§ 309{j)( 4)( B), which req uired the Commission 10 design its spectrum auction rules to 
'"prevent stockpi ling or warehow;ing of speetrum hy licc nSCe5 or permittecs, and to promolC 
investmem in and rapid deployment of rn:w technologios and service •. ·· 
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Assumed Capacity by Firm 
Firm A: 6 un its 
Firm B: 4 units 
Firm C: 3 units 
Firm D: 2 units 

Assumed Marginal Cost of Capacity 
Finn A: c1 and c2 
Firm B: c1 and c2 
fi rm C: c2, c3, and c5 
Firm 0: cJ and c2 

Newly available capacity: E 
Assumed Marginal Cost of E: c2 

I Bertrand Equilibrium: P*=c3 



Modeling Undeployed Capacity 
Equilibrium 
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Assumption: 
Newly available capacity E is idle 

~ __ p " I Bertrand Equilibrium: P**=c4 I C51 , 
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Pro :!u."'ttI"O C:.pl<lt! 

If Firm A holds E, Firm A is better ofT 
from holding capacity id le if: 

6(c4-c3) - (c3-c2»O 

If Firm 0 holds E. F irm D is better off 
from holding capacity idle i f: 

2(c4-c3) - (c3-c2» O 


